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NSBA Convention\ . , ‘ i . . 9
April, 1975 :
Dr. Abe L. Hammons

ﬁOW TO EVALUATE TEACHERS OM PERFORMANCE

Total Personnel Involvenent - The Key to Developing Sound Evaluation

.

i
INTRODUCTION . It is of great importance that the topi¢ of évaluation
" of personnel be presented to decision-makers in education -
the board members. Considerable concern has been reflected
by the lay, pub11c regarding educator's® dbility to be account-
able for expenditures of funds received through taxation.

j - ) Performance evaluation basically is designed to ful-
£ill needs of educators who choose to be accountable for
the verformance of individuals under contract to the ‘board
3 of education. This process received its beginning ir the
’ T public schrools of Cincinnati, Dhio, in the late fifties,
b and has spredd extensively across this nation. From the
outset, the focus has been on the instructional staff, how-
ever, one of the inconsistencies is that evaluation for
*, éducational leaders has not received equal attention. A
reasorable assumption regardi.ag improvement of the educatlcna]
: process hinges ypon the ability of leaders to screen and
' select competent personuael and to provide a constructlve stafi
P A < development program

4

- / -
. “ . Performance evaluatlon has qalned c0n51derable 1mpetus
51nce the accountablllty clamor -began, however, account- R
ab;llty is not new in the field of education. As early as
1915, the N.E.A. President described inst¥uctional evaluatian
. K _as ‘demeaning, art1f1c1al, arbitrary, and perfunctory, and -
;o L e . reflected . grave ctoncern that evaluation focused upon the
.. 1w§tructlonal staff only. A half century later, N.E.A.

g " Pre51dent, Helen Wise, stated, "I taught fifteen years and
. : was observed only. three times. I would assume that I am an
excellent teacher, however, I have hot positive ar negative
feedhack regérdlnq ny qcrformance. If the edgcatlve process
"is .to progress in a constructive manpner, there’is necessity
for leadership to designate curriculum revision and design’
and staff development as top priorities. : -

ts
-

~Recently, Albert Shanker, President of the United
Federation of Teachers, stated tbat*accountablllfy is nothlng
morée than an exercise 1n blame-pla01ng whereby teachers atre '
the scapcgcats of. all. educational and societal shortcomings’
Realistically, educators have assumed many of the ;i;pbns—
Y

1b111t1ea for deyeloping the child which rightfully Pelong .
to- parexts, however, profesglonal educdators can nof negate J
their resvonsibility of belng accountable for the learnlng 1
procese of the child as well ds other’ expenditures in educ- |
ation. To ¢guote Victor Hugo, "No army can w1thstand the -_%
strenyth of in idea whose time has come.' Accountdbility is
here for educators. Wasn't it Omar Khayyam who spoke about

1
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A:‘"the brave keat-of a distaat drum"? In a.-general sense,

o tthe accountability call of the distant drum’ wins our
approval. PRut, when it becomes specific, beating at the
door of our ‘school system, we sing a different song. It

-

has no right to invade cur district: N .
N . . 2
' A major challenge for board members is to cautiously
and carcfully assure citizens of our country that they as
decisionzmakars, as well as ;Ersonnei under their employ.,
are capable-of dosigning and \utilizing a model of account-—
ability which will verify the quality of education within
a given school dislrict. Such a model would focus upon
staff development whereby cach individual is cognigant of
his assignment,” areas Wwhich need . improvement, and assured
assistance freiw leadgrship in a constructive manner. If
performance evaluation 'is to be more than an inspectional
procnss of questionable value, it must include 'all personnel
N involved in the lcarning procges.

.,

-

EVALUATION inflationary conditions im our country: are greatly
TRENDS IN reflacted in the oducatiohél‘profession. Pressure is being
OUR NATION brouyht to kcar upon leadership to intelligently reflect *J

‘ priorities rensarding educational expend itures, new pro- .
cesses for acrmiring fvnds, ’and to realistically reflect to
the public that their tax dollar is being utilized in an
equitable manner.

s - . .

Legislators in a nurber of states have responded by
drofting mandates requiring that cvaluation models be
developed which will assist them in reflecting~to their
constituents an accountiny’ of utilization of the.educatiqna]
dollar. States vhich have - drafted such mandates are Cali-,
forniqg, Florida, Oregon, South Dakota, Washington, Kansas, -
and Ohio. - . -

Other statces such as flawaii, Virginia, West Virginia,
and Keptucky have affected the same results through ini- |
tiative of Lleadership in.the State Departments of- Education
@riz?nﬁ, Pennsylvania, and Nevada typify stgtes-that are
considering other forms of mandated evaluation. More
extensive action in the evaluation movement is inevitable
as the accountability demand is ‘accelerated.

Attention should he called to the fact that exacting
procaesses of cvaluation arc not normally specified in the
mandates, and thercfore, varied aprroaches are being utilize

’ from state to state. * State departments are to be commcnde&
for providing ~onstructive .assistance in developing mcéelsj

’ however, Lhz of fectiveness, of any model parallels the
: objectives and/or needs of local school districts with via
input from those directly aftected. :
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\ Quality of the educaticnal progiram providéd the
client (learner) is greatly affected by educational
LI climaiLe within the school district. It is set either
positively or negatively, intentionally ox\unintent- |
ionally, by- representatives of the board of €ducation
and the educaticnal leader (superingendent).\ \\\N\u(

CLIMATE

[4

If the personnel of a school district is to accept
the _hallenge of being accountable for theix performanck.
W ' it is a necessity that the designed model start with
: decision-makers (board metbers) and superintendent, and
" be progressively implemented «throughout the staff. It .
is not unreasonable to expect clected representatives of
: . . the public to intelligently, with Assistante from the
” educational leadership, desisn an educatlonal assessment
f " which reflects the present status df education in .a
community and to parallel short and long range goals of .
the board of education with the educational needs of the
school distrist.. The superintendent's goals should para-
llel thé prioritics as formulated from the needs assess-—
ment study of the local educational needs. The educat-
ional climate is highly complimghted when .informed, ih-
N volved, knowledgeable rcprgscntatives of the boarddof
! " education communicate the efforts of the educational
‘ . family’ in a positive manner to the lay citizenry. Staff
. morale is greatly enhanced when the superintendent,
) suppoertive ‘personnel, and nid-management (prinqiﬁél)
function within the same evaluative guidelines as the
_ rest of the perscanel, Systemwide goals set by the super-
: intendent and«bocrd of education cstablish the broad
perimeter within which all staff gcals and objectives are
. formulated. 'Y -
N . p

-
-
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FACTORS Personncl evaluation has moved throuagh a number of .
CONTRIBUTING |, stéps, beginning with the traditional ratihg scales where
TO CHANGE staff members were labeled .strong, average, weak, or .

. . unsatisfactory. In many cases, dismissals followed a .
process of "shock tréatm:;;},:whereby the individual was . ;

notified just prior to the”manddted dismissal date. o
Decisions were made on pérsonal opinions without dccdmen-
‘ tation or justiffication.

.
{ b L%

e

Otier factors which have moved us from.a traditional
approach regarding evaluation to a more constructive
effort arc: 1) administrative qualifications whereby the
+ critéria utilized fcr selecting lecadershifp are certifi-
cation and community pressure, excluding humanistic elements
such as the ability to communicate, to command respect, to
set a positive educational'climate, and ‘to facilitate pro-
t gram initiation, design, and implemcntation; 2) promations
vhich have been based on imsubstantial recommendations
(fXaternalism, friendship, ctce); .3 .innovative trends
have rfurthered our [rustration in the area of evaluation
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-since many of the nev programs and philosophies régarding
innovative orgarizaticnal procedures rcdnire varied teach-.
- ing and administrative technigues, and ofien demand limited
managerial respensibilities for team leaders, curriculum,
directors and other supportive personnel; 4) The behavioral
T - -pattern of «classrcom teachers changes when the assignment -
" and managecnent of non-certificated staff are added to the,
- oo responsibilitics. Alleviation of lesser responsibilities
' \.  * whith have rormally becen a part of teachers' job des-
' cripticns challenges the instructor to more specifically
' structure priority ordex regarding dissemiration of efforts
¢ " and utilization of skills.

a

-

Professional eclucators have been stimulated to search
for, new techriquesy of perscnnel evaluaiion. . Recent designs
of evaluation call for specific performance objectives, in-
volvement of all professional staff, utilization of a self-’

- ~ analysis, and a thorough procedure for-measurement of "~ -
individual growth and documentation substantiating-the
cmplovee's cfforts.

N +
- s “‘& s R .
. .
[

’

s . * 7 :
DEVLLOPMENTAL Negativism has been reflected regarding the instruct-
PROCEDURES OF ional staff's views of ,an evaluati~n. process.- Obviously,
. A PLFFORMANCE ' teachers have been disillusioned regarding existing rating
EVALUATION svstems. A measurable amount of concern, as well as the
" PROGRAM chadow of threat, with limited potential of instructional *

.
.

improvement, has been the focal point of past model&t

Therefore; development of new evaluative proccduréb should

be approached with caution, involvement of all persons
N affected by the program, and sensitivity to the welfare of
L the individual.: : T . : \

.
- .

‘ . where the climate is.positive, leadership is pro-

. gressive, and fundamental educational objectives designed
by deccision-makers arc aimed toward the welfare of the
learner and staff personnel. Evaluation instruments are
formulatcd as an outgrowth of a representative professional.
committee, with the focal point being staff development

which enhances the learning process.

- "Schcol districts which have utilized model -programs
g . K| for irdividual buildings and/oxr segrents of staffs before

implerentation for the entire school system have eliminated
. costly errors and capitalized upon research which should
- be condycted during the experimental period.

A critic-1l issue in the actual acceptance of a model
’ on a long range basis has centered around quality of, in- .
v service and ability of the c¢valuation committee to '
communicate accurately, cecnsiztently, and intelligently
«  fhe ,pesitivz as well as the marginal aspects of the pXogram
i g0 the staff and comhunity. . ' 4 .

v
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ROLES OF
. INDIVIDUALS
INVOLVED IN
THE EVALUATION
~PROCESS

)

-

TARGETS

excess of one hundred to be tHe evaluator and/or an expert

‘leaders, department chairmen, curriculum coordinators,

. in which job targets are being desidned. This process ad-

-ment, design of .a measurcment process, timetable, schednle

jointly, and may be taken from numecrous broad area criteria’

’

In viewing the rfoles of those involved.in the actual:
process of evaluatién, it is important that we analyze and
accept responsibility and preparation of the evaluator ‘
regardless of the level at which the evaluation is being
conducted. It is not realistic to expect a building prin-
cipal in our modern schools where staffs may number in

in. all given areas. -Yet, it is realistic that the diag-
nostician and expediter (principal) in each building be
responsible for making evaluation assignments whereby team

supervisors, and assistant principals can be assigned
according to' their area of expertise. The evaluation pro-
cess gains extensive credence or credibility when pecsonnel
is aware of the evaluator's in-depth capabilities in areas

heres to. the concept of broadening the base of the manage-
ment teaw, thereby allowing a substantial portion of the
staff to be cvaluated on an annual basis. '

Contradictory to the philosophy held by supervisors
and instructicnal specialists regarding their role in staff
development, it is essential for their expertise to be an
integral part of Bhe cvaluation design. The in-depth know-
ledge and talent which these supportive staff members
possess far outweigh the congern of jeopardizing rapport
with staff.

In viewing the evaluatee's role, it is imperative
that the inuividual is cognizant of job expectaticns (job
description), procedures to ke followed in target accomplish

of observational and follow-up visits, data-gathering pro-
cess, mid-year and final target cohferences.

-

[

¢

. The philosophy of evaluation by objectives centers
around the concept of self-analysis” as well as a continuous,
cooperative experience between the evaluator and evaluatee
whereby the individual has major input into his professional
growth, identification of strengths and weaknesses,' and the
design of targels which will constructively move him -toward:
his optimum lecvel of performance. -

A positive aspect of performance eévaluation centers
around isolation of individual takgets, thereby, in reality,
acceptiny the philosophy that the monumental task of
evaluating the total educational process as a whole is not
realistic. No one.should be held accountable for improving:
all categories of cducation simultaneously. The design of
targets is the responsibilitv of the evaluatee and avaluator

such as maragerial skills, curriculum revision and design,

£

b 7 #

!\
\




~
Y

Y g ’ - < -~ .

,J‘\
) cormunication, ctc. G utlon must be cxércx sedein selcctlng

oals which are harmonlous with the board of educatlon '
philosophy ‘and policy.

-

-

Targets should encourage behavioral change in the s
iderntified ereas and correlate the évaluatec®s-and

! evaluator's ‘philosophies,, expertise. and_ efforts as rele-
vant to the nceds ef the 1nd1v1dual be1ng<evaluate&.

. - S .

A silrength of performance objective evaluatloh is® an

opportunltj for the indivicdual to compete with himself. :
It is inaprropriate”to use evaluation to compare one -
teacher's performanceé with™that of another. It is pre= !
ferable to help tcachers identify strengths and ‘needs and
design. performance dbjectives which will serve in a con-
structive wmanner,’ therefore enhancing the individual's
performnance whereby he becomes a hetter 1nstructor this

year than he was last. - . e
' Performance cvaluation is not a panaceafumany”have '
> expected the impossible from this process. Tts focus is

‘not for the accumilation of documentation-whauch will 1ust1fy
the release of ‘marginal and unsatisfactory personnel, it.is
not designed as a nrocess of 1nst1tut1ng dxfferential pay.:;
it ‘can not be reasonably expected‘to-fully answer the pub-
lic's clamoer for accountabllltj - y

*
~

Performance evaluatlony basically, is a process of
staff development. whereby the individual becomes knows
lcdgcablc of expectations regarding his performance.  He
is stimilated, throwgh self-analysis ‘and a systematic
program, to move conotructlvely ;toward & higher level of
eff1c1cncy , oo ’

. . - ! % : Ta

, AN
¥ . . . \
~RESULTS WHICH -« Dr. Gcorcc Redferxn, nationallv known evaluatorx ‘and
CAN BE LXPECTLD xecutive Vice P1051dcnt of the Institute for Leadcrshlp }
FROM FERICORMAULCE Achiecvement, lists several resultis ‘which can be expected o
RVALUATICX + from porformance cvaluation programs in our’ schools. J
PROGRAMS . %

" 1. Clearer perccplion of pericrmance expectutlons

. , . \
Unless employees understand what is expected of |,
them, they can not wisely determine where &fforts
should be conccn;ratcd to bring about both quali- N
tative and quantltatrve 1mprovemnnt in performance.

2. Usc of .feedback to reflno pcrformance strategles
) and procedures i

. ' Ferlodlc Drogres s evalvations throughout the year:
are used -to modify teachirg procedures, to alter
whare necessary the performance objectlves, and to -

_dlacard malfunctional targets .and réplace them wlth ™
‘more relevant ones. -
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3. Availability of more valid performance data

There data enable both avaluidtee and evaluator
ro more acc irately assess the, dcgrke of target
.atgomplishment and professional growth. “/(
] . . . . ) L) . / .
4. A teaw cffort toward educational improvemen

This procej% brings the. educational family into O
proper pergpective and stresses a-pnified approach

to performance improvereht, stressing intra-staff =~
relationships and verifying the concéept that no :
educator fails alone.

- ‘ P . - . . 4

greater sersitivity and acceptance as to

ndividual necd: of stvAdepts »

The welfare of the student-client is paramount.

The performance objective approach to staff -develop-
vment focuses upon development of self~éiscipline,.'
encouraging systematic planning and establishment .

of priorities as &0 utilization of skills and time.

! ¥

-

6. Emphasis upon positive apwroach to staff development

4’.It is in. the best interest of the individual being

‘ evaluated, the students served, and the school éystem's'

pregram to put emphasis upon greater practitioner”
proficien?y, - -

7. Ade@uateféocumcntation-of dimensions of incompetency

It is noé.always possible to avoid the necessit® of

- _..documenting dimensions of inadequacy cr incompetency. - .

« + This type of evaluation stresses the importance of
‘early specification of deficiencies in' performance
- plus careful and, adequate administrative and ‘super-
visory ‘assistance to help the individual overcome
defiqicncies.' Carefully kept records of help pro-
.vided, data monitored, results achieved, etc. become
documentgtion that is necessary if and when due

€Eifcess‘procedurcs have to be carried out.

.

1
-

0
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- In cenclusion, the, total educational family is account
able $or the educative process which is presented to young
people in our schools. THis responsibility can not be
transferred from one levél to another. To quote Admiral
Rickover, "Responsibility is a unique concept. It may be
.shared with others, but your portion is not diminished.

You may delcgatz it, but it is still with you. You may dis-

claim-it, but vou cannot divesft ‘vourself of it. Even if
you ¢o not recognize it or admit its presecnce, you can not
escape it. If responsibility is rixghtfully yeurs, no

<~ evasion or ignorance, or passing the blame can shift the

burden on someone else.”
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.- "Boards of education and rrofessional educators havé‘

charjud v

ith. the rescton

sibility.of being accountable .

f4r the educational dellar., Cortainly, the area af
gcrcoanel warrants serious consideration. ' .
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